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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments filed June 30, 2004 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. The applicant argues that Goodwin does not create complete formal 
language specifications for a complete, operable computer program. Then he indicates 
that presumably the extensible framework is written by hand and authored by a human. 

However, the applicant should note in the first paragraph of the summary of the 
invention that Goodwin indicates that his system "automatically generates source 
code. ..and business objects". Also, in col. 6 lines 52-59 Goodwin indicates that 
"executable program (source code objects) are written by the code generator.. .and 
the source code objects are executable...)". Therefore, Goodwin's system generates 
complete and operable programs. He further indicates that the objects are defined 
"through the system definition and templates (specifications)", in col. 7 lines 33-39. 

The applicant goes on to indicate that outputs from the code generator can be 
combined with other user defined codes as a means of indicating that Goodwin's 
system is not automatic. However, nothing in the applicant's statement indicates that 
the outputs MUST BE COMBINED. The term "can be combined" is interpreted by the 
examiner to indicate flexibility, not as a restriction that must be followed. The term 
automatic (above) is sufficient to overcome the options of other user or developer 
additions. 
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The applicant also indicates that Goodwin does not generate a specification; 
however, see Goodwin's col. 4 lines 21-29. A specification is merely a detailed 
description used to generate a program similar to Goodwin's object model (blueprint). 

In reference to VDM Tools, the applicant indicates that the specifications "can be" 
unstructured. However, again nothing cited indicates that it "must be" unstructured. 
Again, the term "can be" is interpreted as an alternative. The applicant further indicates 
that VDM Tools is not automatic; however, see the third paragraph under the section 
entitled Specification Manager on page/1, which indicates that automatic checks is done 
for syntax, type checking, code generation, etc. (i.e. complete and correct). 

The applicant further indicates that Koob's system is manual or at most semi- 
automatic. However, each of these are also considered alternatives; since, Koob 
specifically indicates in the abstract (see page 1 ) that his system is "automatic". 

Furthermore, the reasons to combine the references is considered proper as 
presented in the previous action and therefore, the details of that action is attached 
below. 

A modified copy of the previous action is hereby provided below to address 
newly presented issues. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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3. Claims rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Goodwin in 
view of Features of VDM Tools (23-9-98), and further in view of Koob. 

CLAIMS: Goodwin 

1 . An automated software production See the title and the abstract, 

tool for generating a complete, correct, 
non ambiguous specification in a formal 
language which defines a complete 
operable software program, comprising: 
a software generating 
computer programmed to: receive user 
input that defines a conceptual model 
which models a system for which a 
computer program is to be written; 



convert said conceptual model into a 
high level repository of formal 
specification statements stated in a 
formal language having rules of syntax 
and semantics; 



See the generating portion of 
the abstract (last phrase of the 
first sentence). In reference to the 
syntax and semantics portions, 
see the parsing portion of fig. 5. 
Note also the definition of parsing 
(attached IEEE Definitions, inherently 
provides for the syntax and semantics 
features). 



using... validating said formal... specification 
a va li dator program wh i ch , using the 
rules of syntax and semantics of said 



The formal specification feature is 
considered taught by Goodwin 1 s 
definitions as indicated above. Also, 
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formal language, and verifying that every 
statement in said formal specification 
is syntactically complete, semantically 
correct and not ambiguous. 



2. The system according to claim 1 , 
wherein said software-generating 
computer is programmed to receive said 
user input using a CASE tool program 
for presenting a graphical user 
interface (GUI) to allow a user to input 



again see the system definition and 

templates in column 7 lines 32-39. 

Although the feature of testing 

converted programs is considered 

inherent in Goodwin' s system to 

ensure the conversion is 
correct (col. 15 lines 58-65) and to 
ensure that the business model 
functions properly (col. 11 lines 36-40), 
Goodwin does not specifically mention 
it. However, the feature is taught by the 
article (cited prior art reference) entitled, 
Features of VDM Tools (23-9-98), to 
ensure the specification is correct (see 
the first and second pages). Therefore, 
it would have been obvious to a person 
of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to utilize the feature in 
Goodwin's system foTtbat same reason 
to ensure the specifications are correct. 

The feature is also taught by Koob for 
the same reason indicated above and 
Therefore, it would have been obvious 
to a person of ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to further 
modify the invention above to verify 
specifications, see section 3. 

The references in claim 1 are not 
to specifically indicated the CASE tools 
or the GUI features; however, the 
features are taught by the cited prior 
art reference to Koob et al. to enable 
the user to incorporate formal 
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the requirements of said formal 
specification using a graphical tools to 
model said conceptual model graphically. 
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specifications easier (via the GUI). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious 
To a person of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time of the invention to utilize the 
feature of claim 1 for the same reasons. 

See the rejection of claim 2 above. 



3. The system according to claim 1 
wherein said software-generating 
computer is further programmed with a 
system logic translator, which controls 
said computer to process said formal 
language specification into one or more 
computer programs that can control a 
computer to carry out.. . a ll the functions 
modeled in said formal specification. 



4. The system according to claim 3 See again the rejection of claim 2. 

wherein said software-generating 
computer is further programmed with a 
user interface translator, which controls 
said computer to process said formal 
language specification into one or more 
computer programs that can control a 
computer to implement a particular user 
interface for the program created by 
said system logic translator which has 
been modeled in said formal 
specification. 
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5. The system according to claim 3 
wherein said software-generating 



2 above. 



See again the rejection of claim 



computer is further programmed with a 
database generator, which controls said 
computer to process said formal 
language specification into a data 
structure or database is capable of 
storing the values of at least all 
attributes of all objects defined in 
said formal specification in a manner 
such that the program or programs 
generated by said system logic 
translator can control a computer to 
read the values of said attributes at 
any time or store new values for said 
attributes at any time. 

6. The system according to claim 1 See any of the references, 

wherein said software-generating 
computer is further programmed by a 
documentation generator for producing 
documentation for the software 
application based on the formal 
specification. 

In reference to claims 7, 13-15, 17-20, and 23-24, see the rejection of claim 1. 



As per claims 8-10, see the rejection of claims 3-5. 
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The features of claims 1 1-12 are taught via claims 3 and 2, respectively. 
Claim 16 is taught via claim 2. 

In reference to claims 21-22, see the rejection of claim 3. 

Conclusion 

4. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

5. Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to John Chavis whose telephone number is (703) 305- 
9665. The examiner can normally be reached on 8:30 - 5:00. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Kakali Chaki can be reached on (703) 305-9662. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Jc 

October 5, 2004 




JOHN CHAVIS 
PATENT EXAMINER 
ART UNIT 2124 



